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DAIRY GRAZING FARMS IN MICHIGAN, 1999
 Michigan Data from Telfarm/MicroTel, and the Farm Credit System




The purposes of this  report are: 1) to provide statistical information about the financial
results of dairy farms that intensively grazed their milk cows during 1999 (the body of the paper);
and 2) to provide production costs for comparative analysis and forward planning (Table 13, the
last page of the paper).
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Data Source
The type of farm in this report is dairy.  Farm types were assigned using the 1992 Census
of Agriculture's Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) definitions.  Basically, any farm with 50
percent or more of value of farm sales from one item becomes a farm of that type.  Dairy farms
have 50 percent or more of value of combined sales from milk and cull dairy animals.  They are
also grazing farms because extension field staff told me the farms used rotational grazing with
their producing herd during the summer of 1999.
This report is a summary of the financial and production records kept by Michigan dairy
farmers who received outside help in keeping and reviewing those records.   Farm records were
included if a Finan
2 summary was completed on 1999 data including beginning and ending balance-2-
sheets that had both cost basis and market valuations, plus income and expenses.  The summary
was included if cash discrepancy was less than 10% of gross cash inflow, and if the debt
discrepancy was less than $1,000.  The 12 farms that met these criteria were spread throughout
Michigan.
Finansum is software that averages and sorts data produced by Finan.  It is  available from
the University of Minnesota.  It allows rapid analysis of group averages with  alternatives for how
the results are presented.  I chose to show the average of the high or low 49 percent by net farm
income to insure 6 or more farms were in the group.  A farm was accepted in the average
regardless of whether it was a proprietorship, partnership, limited liability company, or
corporation.
Data Variability
  The Finansum averages for 12 farms are reported in the following tables.  Considerable
variability exist in the data.   The unweighted mean of the net farm income was $65,974;  the
median was $42,626 and the standard deviation was $61,684.  The average number of cows was
94; the median was 82 and the standard deviation was 55.  The unweighted mean of the milk sold
per cow was 15,272 pounds; the median was 15,570 and the standard deviation was 3,805.
The 12 grazing dairy farms are not a random sample.  Most of them kept their financial
records with Michigan State University Extension’s Telfarm/MicroTel accounting project, or 
with Farm Credit Services.  The averages may be representative of  bigger and better managed
rotational grazing farms.
This document may be found and downloaded from the following:
http://www.msu.edu/user/nott-3-
Table 1 Livestock and Crop Production Summary, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan






Crop Acres Cash Rented




Hay, Native Grass (ton)




Average number of Cows
Milk produced per Cow
Percent of barn capacity























































Table 2 Farm Income Statement, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan
































































































Table 3 Farm Income Statement, 1999 (Continued)
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan


























Dues & professional fees
Miscellaneous
Total cash expense

















































































































































Table 4 Inventory Changes, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan
(Farms sorted by Net Farm Income)
Number of Farms






















































































Table 5 Depreciation and Other Capital Adjustments, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan











































































































Table 6 Profitability and Liquidity Analysis, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan




Labor & mgmt earnings
Rate of return on assets
Rate of return on equity
Operating profit margin
Asset turnover rate
Interest on farm net worth
Farm interest expense
Value operator lbr & mgmt
Return on farm assets
Average farm assets
Return on farm equity
Average farm equity















































































































Net cash farm income
Net nonfarm income
Family living and taxes
Real estate principal payments
Cash available for interm. debt
Average intermediate debt
Years to turnover interm. debt
Expense as a % of income
Interest as a % of income
LIQUIDITY (Accrual)
Total accrual farm income
Total accrual farm expense
Net accrual operating income
Net nonfarm income
Family living and taxes
Real estate principal payments
Available for intermediate debt
Average intermediate debt
Years to turnover interm. debt
Expense as a % of income






































































Table 7 Balance Sheet at Cost Values, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan













Cash and checking balance




Crops held for sale or feed
Crops under government loan
Market livestock held for sale
Other current assets




















Principal due on term debt











Long Term Farm Liab/Assets








































































































































































































































Table 8 Balance Sheet at Market Values, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan













Cash and checking balance




Crops held for sale or feed
Crops under government loan
Market livestock held for sale
Other current assets




















Principal due on term debt












Long Term Farm Liab/Assets














































































































































































































































Table 9 Statement of Cash Flows, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan
(Farms sorted by Net Farm Income)
Number of Farms
(a) Beginning cash balance (farm & nonfarm)
CASH FROM OPERATING ACTIVITIES
Gross cash farm income
Net nonfarm income (+)
Total cash farm expense (-)
Apparant family living expense (-)
Income and social security tax (-)
(b) Cash from operations (=)
CASH FROM INVESTING ACTIVITES
Sale of breeding livestock
Sale of machinery & equipment (+)
Sale of farm land (+)
Sale of farm buildings (+)
Sale of other farm assets (+)
Sale of nonfarm assets (+)
Purchase of breeding livestock (-)
Purchase of machinery & equipment (-)
Purchase of farm land (-)
Purchase of farm buildings (-)
Purchase of other farm assets (-)
Purchase of nonfarm assets (-)
(c) Cash from investing activites (=)
CASH FROM FINANCING ACTIVITES
Money borrowed




(d) Cash from financing activities (=)
(e) Net change in cash balance (b+c+d)






























































































Table 10 Financial Guidelines Measures, 1999
Dairy Grazing Farms in Michigan















Farm debt to asset ratio
Farm equity to asset ratio
Farm debt to equity ratio
PROFITABILITY
Rate of return on farm assets





































































































Net farm income ratio
Number of farms
Total unpaid labor hours
Total hired labor hours
Total labor hours per farm
Value of farm production / hour










































Per Unit Income and Expense
Table 11 below gives the per cow cash income and cash expense items for 11 of the 12 panel dairy grazing
farms in Michigan during 1999.  One of the 12 did not report any crop acres, so the income and expense items per
cow and per crop acre are based on the remaining 11 farms that averaged 358 acres of crops per farm.  These
included owned acres plus land  either cash or share rented.
Consider Tables 1 and 2.  Notice that at least some of the farms sold cash crops.  Several grew corn and/or
corn silage.  These crops likely cause unit costs to be higher than they would be on farms where no corn was
grown.
Table 11 Average Income and Expense Items, Michigan, 1999
Per Cow and Per Acre, 11 Dairy Grazing Farms
Number of Cows 91.80  Your
Total Crop Acres 358.00  Farm
Income Items per Cow:
Milk sold $2,531  ____________
Cull cows, bulls 103  ____________
Dairy steers 0  ____________
Dairy calves 18  ____________
Government 198 ____________
Other cash income 67  ____________
Expense Items per Cow:
Purchsed feed $657  ____________
Breeding fees 21  ____________
Veterinary 44 ____________
Livestock supplies 81  ____________
Livestock leases 4  ____________
Livestock marketing 111  ____________
Interest 150 ____________
Fuel and oil 56  ____________
Repairs 211 ____________
Custom hire 58  ____________
Hired labor 352  ____________
Leases 28 ____________
Real estate taxes 59  ____________
Farm insurance 46  ____________
Utilities 59 ____________
Dues, prof. fees 23  ____________
Miscellaneous 38 ____________
Machinery depreciation 146  ____________
Building depreciation 64  ____________
Expense Items per Crop Acre:
Seed $14.34 ____________
Fertilizer 27.34 ____________
Crop chemicals 6.65  ____________
Crop insurance 0.04  ____________
Crop marketing 0.15  ____________
Crop miscellaneous 5.45  ____________
Land rent 6.84  ____________